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Abstract
Change is an ongoing process of renewing the structures, directions, and capabilities of the
organizations to adapt to the variable needs of customers, employees, and the marketplace. Thus,
organization needs to change in order to stay in the market. Change process will be smoothed by
employee’s commitment. There is a strong need to examine the effects of organizational change
on organizational commitment. In this quantitative research, survey technique was used as a data
collection tool. It employs the scale developed by Meyer and Allen (2004) for organizational
commitment. Items used for organizational change have been adapted from scales created by Tolay
et al. (2017) and Dunham et al. (1989). In the study, 410 valid questionnaires were collected from
randomly selected employees working in food and beverage and packaging enterprises operating
in Konya, in Turkey. The results revealed that the organizational change negatively affected
employees’ commitment to the organization (β = -.42; p <0.01). Study results show that workers
of food and paper industries in Konya city are highly committed to their organizations. According
to the results, employees are against organizational change. As change is unavoidable, managers
need to specify its effect on employee's commitment. Otherwise, it will decrease employee’s
commitment and result in a higher level of absenteeism, it increases employee’s intention to leave,
and a low performance.
Keywords: organizational change, organizational commitment, food and beverage
Recommended Citation: Cetinkaya, A. S., & Habibi, S. (2022). The effect of organizational
change on organizational commitment. In L. Altinay, O. M. Karatepe, & M. Tuna (Eds.),
Advances in managing tourism across continents (Vol. 2, pp. 1–13). USF M3 Publishing.
https://www.doi.org/10.5038/9781955833080
Introduction
The growth and survival of organizations in this dynamic world depend on change. Organizations
needs change to stay in the market and maintain sustainability in the long run. They must
harmonize with the recent development, otherwise, by losing their competency, they will be
expelled from the industry. (Team, 2020). Hellriegel and Slocum (2011) states that frequently
changing organizations are more competent compared to static organizations. The comprehensive
organizational change includes structural leadership change, introducing new technology, and
adding a new policy. Whereas transformational change targets the overall strategy of the company.
Personnel and unplanned change are other types of organizational change (Team, 2020; Uhl-Bien
et al., 2010). On the other side, organizational commitment reflects the members’ desire to stay
and their efforts to achieve organizational goals. It shows the members’ commitment to the
organization. (Luthans, 2011). Organizations need employee commitment to maintain
productivity, loyalty, job satisfaction, and high performance of their employees. (Özkalp &
1
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çiğdem, 2018). Employee commitment is defined as a positive feature for an organization.
However, this positive aspect is affected by organizational change (Tunçer, 2013). However, this
positive aspect is affected by organizational change. Change is commonly applied to organizations,
and the commitment concept is also prevalent in the organizational literature. However, there is
not enough literature on the relationships between the two variables. Therefore, the research aims
to fill the gap and provide practical implications. The research will examine the effects of change
on commitment in the organizational context.
Literature Review
Organizational Change
According to the Greek philosopher Heraclitus, “The only thing that does not change is change
itself” (Özkalp, 2003). Even organizations that have a dominant share in the market today must
change because of the instability in the environment (Robbins & Judge, 2017). In addition,
organizations that want success, restructuring is an inevitable phenomenon in the world of mergers
and innovations (Aujla & Mclarney, 2020). Daft (2008, p. 348) describe change as a process of
adapting new ideas and behaviors by an organization. It’s also defined as a process of making
appropriate response to the varying demands of employees, customers, and the market by reviving
organizations structure, direction, and capabilities (Moran & Brightman, 2001). Because of
external or internal events, change occurs in the organization. External factors could be an increase
in competition, changes in government law and regulation, and economic conditions. Internal
factors of change are people’s problems, employment policies, and a decline in productivity (Daft,
2008; Lunenburg, 2010; Pfeffer, 1994). Organizational change is characterized as being complex
due to people, structure, and technology. Once it occurs, it will not end, but it can continue and
occur several times. It is common that change brings down managers in uncertain conditions
because managers who cannot change without disrupting the existing relationship will continue to
behave in ways that maintain stability in the organization. The characteristics of organizational
change show that it is a complex and continuous process that leaves managers in uncertain
conditions (Mert karagöz, 2019).
Organization experiences different types of change ranging from wide range to curative change.
The wide range change covers the whole organization and could be a structural leadership change,
introducing new technology, or adding a new policy to the organization. It could be felt by each
member of the organization. Transformational change targets the organizations strategy, it
encompasses the general objective, values, beliefs, and other supporting strategies of the
organization. Personnel change is a result of hyper-growth or a layoff in the organization. It results
in retention or employee’s engagement. Unplanned change usually occurs randomly and
spontaneously. Remedial change aims to solve the problem shortcoming and poor performance in
the organization (Team, 2020; Uhl-Bien et al., 2010).
Organization needs change in order to stay in the business. They must keep alignment and adjust
to the new development, otherwise they will slip behind, and will open their way out of business
(Team, 2020). According to Hellriegel and Slocum (2011), although many organizations make
successful changes, others may fail. Evidence shows that dynamic organizations have more
competitiveness than static organizations. Organizations are suing special and general goals
through organizational change. General objectives of organizational change are continuity of the
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organization, differentiation and growth, adaptation to environment, changing the organization
member’s attitude and behavior according to the competitive environment. Special objectives of
organizational change are increasing effectiveness, efficiency, motivation and satisfaction (Şahin,
2019). An overall effectiveness of an organization could be measured by its appropriative response
to the changing environment; lack of effectiveness needs change (Hellriegel & Slocum, 2011).
Efficiency could be measured through the number of outputs compared to inputs. Organizations
try to maintain efficiency through organizational change (Mert karagöz, 2019). Mass production
and automation is a common characteristic of today’s organizations, it affects motivation among
the employees. It also required change for having motivated employees. Organization existence in
the future, mutual support of the organization members, improving the relationship between
management and organization members, and empowerment of the workers are some other
objectives (Şahin, 2019).
Weedmark (2019) states that most of the organizational change theories lay their foundation in
Kurt Lewin’s change theory. The three-step model of Kurt Lewin has been dominant over the
theory and practice of organizational change for over 40 years (Burnes, 2004; Lunenburg, 2010;
Weedmark, 2019). The model contains three steps: unfreezing, change, and refreshing. In an
unfreezing step it’s important to prepare everyone to change and to convince them that the status
quo is failing the organization. It means the forces which are keeping the organization in the current
condition should be reduced. Second stage is neither an old nor a new situation. After unfreezing
organization could change through moving (Lunenburg, 2010). At this stage, an organization tries
to keep existing and desired systems simultaneously. In this stage, through identification of rule
models, the organization tries to make a benchmark for their change. Organizations also internalize
the knowledge existent in the environment. Development of new values, behavior, and attitude is
common at this stage(Weedmark, 2019). The last stage is about stabilizing at the new stage. It
should be sure that the organization is not reverting to the last step (Burnes, 2004).
Poole and Van de Ven (2004) states that organization change theories could be divided into four
parts. The life cycle theory assumes organizations are like individuals; organizations carry out the
characteristics like birth, growth, maturity, decline, and death. Teleological theory explains that
human action is based on their purpose; objective motivates movements of an entity.
Organizational development happens toward a goal or end state. It stresses on the purposiveness
of organizations within environmental and resource constraints. Dialectical theory explains that
organizations are functioning in a pluralistic world of conflicting values, forces, and events. They
are competing to have control and preserve more share in the market. The goal or end point of
change is not clear at the beginning, whereas it has been determined by the dialectical process.
Change could occur because of conflict and contradiction (Poole & Van de Ven, 2004).
Evolutionary theory: change has been driven through variation, selection, and retention. Leaving
custom or routine could be defined as variables. The variation could be intentional, which results
from active efforts in order to seek solutions to the problems. Blind variation is not planned based;
it occurs by accidents, chance, luck, conflict, malfeasance, and so forth (Aldrich, 2006). Selection
occurs through external forces, or it may be driven internally. Retention is involved in maintaining
the organization’s current forms (Poole & Van de Ven, 2004).
Change is described as a move from some common to a new condition. In social and organizational
life, change requires energy so it could face resistance from employees working in the
organization. Resistance to change could be individual or organizational. Habit, economic
3
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conditions, security, anxiety of the unknown, and selective information processing are the
individual factors of confrontation to change. Inertia, lower attention to change, group inertia, and
a threat to established power relationships are among the organizational factors of avoiding or
resistance to change (Robbins & Judge, 2017). Tolay et al. (2017) defined change cynicism as ‘’ a
negative or pessimistic perspective towards organizational change’’. Cynicism to change contains
managerial, experiential and acquisition dimensions. Managerial changes, cynicism, it’s a negative
perspective of workers and managers in managing change because of inability and lack of
eagerness. Experiential change cynicism is a lack of eagerness because of a failed change in the
past. Acquisitions change cynicism occurs due to disruption of worker and managers tranquility
(Tolay et al., 2017). Dunham et al. (1989) state that attitude toward change could be divided into
three cognitive, affective, and behavioral parts. Cognitive is the belief or opinion part of an attitude.
It includes attitudes like whether the change could bring a positive result for the organization and
whether individuals working in the organization support a change in the organization. An affective
stage of attitude contains people’s feelings, in organizational change, its employee satisfaction
results from changes in the organization. The behavioral component of an attitude explains the
intention of an individual to behave someone or something, it expresses how an employee will act
to a change (Bingül, 2006; Robbins & Judge, 2017).
Organizational Commitment
Organizational commitment is defined as members' commitment to stay in the organization and
exert their abilities for achieving the organizational goals. It shows member's loyalty to the
organization (Luthans, 2011). Robbins and Judge (2017) defined organizational commitment as
‘’the degree to which an employee identifies with a particular organization and its goals and wishes
to maintain membership in the organization’’. Employees' commitment plays a key role in
determining whether a member of an organization will stay with the organization and will exert
efforts passionately toward achieving organizational goals (Adi, 2020). An important
characteristic of organization commitment is that through employee’s commitment, organizations
will exert human resources in order to maintain continuity in the business. Employee commitment
is negatively related to absenteeism, leaving intention, and low performance.(Özkalp & çiğdem,
2018, p. 665). Meyer and Allen (2004) states that desire, obligation, and cost can characterize
organizational commitment. Emotional commitment shows a natural devotion to the organization
and employees stay with the business because they want to. Employees with a normative
commitment feel they have to stay in the organization, while in continuance commitment
employees stay with an organization for cost accompanied by leaving the organization (Allen &
Meyer, 1996).
Kanter (1968), commitment could be classified into continuance, cohesion, and control. In
continuance commitment, a cognitive orientation that leaving an organization will cost more, it
stimulates employees to stay in the organization. Cohesive commitment, an employee emotionally
interlocked with other group members. Control commitment, members of the organization pay
attention to the norms created by managers and organization, they continue their attitude.
Liou and Nyhan (1994) explain that two attitudinal and behavioral views are dominant about
commitment in organizations. Attitudinal commitment indicates the quality of the relationship
between employees and the organization; here, highly committed employees are characterized as
they believe in organization values and objectives, exerting their efforts toward organization
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objectives, and they have eager to stay. In a behavioral approach, commitment is concerned with
an individual’s own action, not to the organization. Employees will sacrifice the time, effort,
money, and anything they invested if an individual leaves the organization. O'Reilly and Chatman
(1986) based on Kelman (1958) research, also proposed three kinds of compliance, identification,
and internalization commitment. In compliance commitment, employees are committed in order
to achieve rewards or refuse punishment. Identification: Employees create a strong relation with
coworkers, and they are proud of being part of a team. They prefer to stay with the organization.
Internalization results from alignment between personnel and organizational goals.
Allen and Meyer (1990) compartmentalizes organizational commitment into three main categories.
First, affective commitment shows an employee’s emotional attachment to the organization as
individuals are highly involved, identify with, and enjoy for being part of the organization.
Employees prefer to stay for the feeling they have about friendship, company’s culture, and feeling
of enjoyment when doing a particular job (Colquitt et al., 2011). Second, in continuance
commitment, an employee realizes that leaving the organization will cost him, and he prefers to
stay in the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Luthans, 2011). Cost reasons of continuance
commitment include salary, benefits, promotion, and the feeling of hurting family if employee
leaves (Colquitt et al., 2011). Third, Normative commitment is defined as ‘’ desire to remain a
member of an organization because of a feeling of obligation’’. Obligation based commitment
includes an employee owes to the organization or director of the organization, a colleague and
other obligation that an employee feels not to leave the organization (Langton et al., 2016). In
1970, organizational commitment became an important part of the organizational behavior
discipline. Employees’ commitment positively affects efficiency, loyalty, performance, job
satisfaction and it sustains organization life in the long term (Özkalp & çiğdem, 2018). High
morale and motivation are indicators of an employee’s commitment to the organization. Extent of
employee commitment influences the level of workers’ performance (Mullins, 2005). Employees
with high commitment show their intention in the persistent course of their action. Organization
achieves stability and reduces turnover cost through fostering commitment among employees.
Committed employees are highly motivated to work hard and achieve organizational objectives.
Commitment reduces turnover among employees and very loyal workers will not leave the
organization (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Meyer & Allen, 2004).
Relationship Between Organizational Change and Organizational Commitment
Visagie and Steyn (2011) argues that organizational commitment is decreased due to
organizational change. Commitment is related to some job outcome like turnover, tardiness,
absenteeism, organizational citizenship behavior (Fedor et al., 2006).
Attitude is defined as ‘’ Evaluative statements or judgments concerning objects, people, or events’’
(Robbins & Judge, 2017). Attitude toward change could be positive or negative. A negative
attitude toward organizational change arises because of pressure, uncertainty, and stress.
Furthermore Jones et al. (2008) argue that supervisor and non-supervisory employees react more
negatively to change compare to executives. Bennett and Durkin (2000), conclude that
organizational change effects key values in an organization. It will erode the internalized
commitment, which is the basic constituent of organizational commitment. Internalized
commitment is required for the behavior which will result in organizational change, but
commitment will be eroded by change itself, and internally committed staff will lose their
5
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commitment forever. A study findings conducted by Burke and Greenglass (2001) indicates that
employees also expect more work load and threats due to change in organization, it will be
reflected in work-family conflicts and low level of job satisfaction.
Fedor et al. (2006) concluded the negative effect of organizational change on individuals into five
parts. (a) Increased work demand, role conflicts and ambiguity, that effects on work to be done.
(b) Loss of control, employees will be uncertain about their future and their fear of fulfilling new
job demands (c) disorder because of no new job (d) staff, insufficient information (e) low level of
individual control and decrease of employee’s psychological attachment toward the organization.
Thus, the study suggests that increasing numbers of organizational change will be followed by
increasing negative reaction.
Figure 1. Theoretical Model

Organizational
Change

−H1

Organizational
Commitment

There are two variables in the model; Organizational change is an independent and organizational
commitment is a dependent variable. The research model describes that organizational change has
a negative effect on organizational commitment. The research question is, does organizational
change affect employees' organizational commitment negatively?
H1 - Organizational change negatively affects employee’s organizational commitment.
Research Methodology
Research Subject, Importance, and Objectives
Organizations operate in constantly changing conditions and must adapt to the changing
environment to continue their activities. Employee commitment is defined as a positive feature for
an organization. Organizations affect this positive aspect by conducting change (Tunçer, 2013).
The subject of the research is to investigate the impacts of change on organizational commitment.
Organization needs change to maintain sustainability in their operations. However, it’s vital for
the organization to understand that what will change mean for its employees, and how it will affect
employee’s commitment. One of the important conditions for the success of the organization is
qualified and committed employees in the organization. Sometimes the life of an organization is
vested in a group of experienced personnel. In a competitive environment, the organization must
adapt to its ever-changing environment (Balay, 2000). Therefore, changes in an organization create
resistance among the employees, which affects their commitment.
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Data Collection Tool and Scales
The questionnaire method is used to collect data. The questionnaire applied in the research
encompasses three parts of demographic information, organizational change, and organizational
commitment scales. The address was included in the first part of the questionnaire. In the second
part, some questions were about the characteristics of the employees, such as gender, age, marital
status, education level, seniority, and position in the institution. The third part of the questionnaire
consists of two types of items. The first part, items 1-16 are related to organizational commitment,
it contains three dimension (Meyer & Allen, 2004). In the study, items 6 and 11 were excluded for
a lower correlation than 0.3, and the reliability value is Cronbach's Alpha α = 0.8. In the second
part of the questionnaire, the scales developed by Tolay et al. (2017) and Dunham et al. (1989)
adapted to Turkish by Bingül (2006) are used. Since the corrected item-total correlation of item 27
and 28 was lower than 0.3 they were omitted. Reverse coding applied to the 6-9-11-13-14-15-2425-5-10-28 items. Cronbach's Alpha value is α = 0.90. A 5-point Likert scale was used to measure
the extent to which respondents agreed with the statements in the questionnaire. The preferences
that the employees taking part in the survey should choose on the Likert scale are listed as “1- I
strongly disagree” and “5- I strongly agree”.
Population and Sample
Research population includes employees working in the food, paper and packaging manufacturing
factories of Konya city. 650 questionnaires were distributed, of the distributed questionnaires, 417
were collected and the questionnaire return rate was 63 percent. Because of the examinations made
on the data before the analysis, 7 questionnaires were excluded from the analysis and 410 valid
questionnaires were used in the analysis phase. Ethics committee approval numbered E-27226719050.01.04-58336 was received, showing that the data collection tool complies with scientific
ethics.
Data Analysis and Findings
Demographic Findings
Research is conducted in the food, paper, and packaging production companies in Konya’s
industrial zone. According to the results shown in Table 1, a high rate of participants was male and
married, they had high school education and their age range is between 25 and 34, their work
experience was between 1-3 years and had a total working life experience of 4-6 years. Most of
the participants were from the production department. Most of the participants were from the food
and packaging sector. The demographic information is summarized in Table 1.
In the exploratory factor analysis, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value, which shows the
adequacy of the sample size for the organizational commitment scale, was 0.789 and the
organizational change scale show a value of 0.864, which is at a good level (Kaiser 1974). Because
of Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, statistically significant χ2 results were obtained for organizational
commitment (χ2=1633.031, df=66, Sig=0.000) and organizational change (χ2=3938.815, df= 253,
Sig=0.000), and it was seen that factor analysis could apply to the variables.
EFA suggested three components for organizational commitment scale. It includes affective,
continuance, and normative commitment aspects. Furthermore, organizational change is named as
7
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five-dimensional acquisitioned Cynicism to change, bad Management Cynicism, behavioral
reaction to change, past experience cynicism, and cognitive reaction to change. Component
eigenvalue, explained variance, and reliability (α) coefficients are shown in Table 2.
Table 1. Demographic Profile
Characteristic
Gender

Male
Female
Missing
Total

Marital
status

Married
Single
Missing
Total

Age

18 Below
18-24
25-34
35-49
50-65
Missing
Total

Education

Primary School
Secondary School
High School
Vocational School
Associate Degree
Bachelor Degree
Master Degree
Missing
Total

Position

Department

Sector

Owner/ Partner
CEO/ Asst.
Section/ Unit
Manager / Asst.
Supervisor /Worker / Performer
Missing
Total
Production
Marketing- Sales
Accounting
Human resources
Missing
Total
Food
Paper-Packaging- Plastic and
other
Missing
Total

f
248
156
6
410
197
142
71
410
3
122
194
81
4
6
410
15
33
144
20
81
98
8
11
410
8
3
13
16
327
43
410
190
99
35
15
71
410
278
129
3
410

%
60.49
38.05
1.46
100.00
48.05
34.63
17.32
100.00
0.73
29.76
47.32
19.76
0.98
1.46
100.00
3.66
8.05
35.12
4.88
19.76
23.90
1.95
2.68
100.00
1.95
0.73
3.17
3.90
79.76
10.49
100.00
46.34
24.15
8.54
3.66
17.32
100.00
67.80
32.20
0.73
100.00

Company
Operating
period

Number of
Employees

Legal
Position

Work
Experience

Work
Experience
In the
Company
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1 Below
1–3
4–6
7–9
10 – 15
16 – 20
More than 20 years
Missing
Total
Below 10
10-49
50-99
100-249
250-499
500 – 999
1000 – 1999
More than 2000
Missing
Total
Collective
Anonymous
Limited
Public company
Other
Missing
Total
1 Below
1–3
4–6
7–9
10 – 15
16 – 20
More than 20 years
Missing
Total
Below 1
1–3
4–6
7–9
10 – 15
16 – 20
More than 20
Missing
Total

f
9
12
107
16
44
39
163
20
410
11
158
43
35
138
7
1
5
12
410
1
233
154
1
3
18
410
47
96
100
76
49
17
17
8
410
119
162
94
20
9
3
1
2
410

%
2.20
2.93
26.10
3.90
10.73
9.51
39.76
4.88
100.00
2.68
38.54
10.49
8.54
33.66
1.71
0.24
1.22
2.93
100.00
0.24
56.83
37.56
0.24
0.73
4.39
100.00
11.46
23.41
24.39
18.54
11.95
4.15
4.15
1.95
100.00
29.02
39.51
22.93
4.88
2.20
0.73
0.24
0.49
100.00
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Table 2. Exploratory Factor Analysis of Scales of Organizational Commitment and
Organizational Change (N=410)
Statistic

Organizational
commitment
.789
1633.031
66
.000

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
Chi-Square
Df
Sig.
Rotated Component Matrix
3. I feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization.
2. I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own.
4. I feel emotionally attached to this organization.
1. I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization.
5. This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.
10. One of the few serious consequences of leaving this organization would be
the
scarcity of available alternatives..
8. I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving this organization.
12. Even if it were to my advantage, I do not feel it would be right to leave my
organization now.
16. I owe a great deal to my organization.
7. Too much of my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to leave my
organization now.
15. I would not leave my organization right now because I have a sense of
obligation to the people in it.
9. If I had not already put so much of myself into this organization, I might
consider working elsewhere.
33. Changes in my workplace disturb my comfort.
32 Changes in my workplace disturb my peace.
34. I am experiencing uncertainty due to changes in my workplace.
31. I am afraid that changes in the workplace will reveal my shortcomings.
30. I'm losing my stuff because of the changes in my work.
29. Changes in the workplace don't help me.
17. Managers in the workplace are not sincere about change.
18. Managers in the workplace make the change “to have done it”).
16. Managers in my office are not capable of managing change..
20. Managers at my workplace give the message “make the change or quit”.
19. Managers in the workplace use change for their intended purpose.
21. Managers in the workplace don't want to change.
14 Other people think that I support change(CRC)..
15 Change often helps the organization to perform better (BRC).
25. I find most changes to be pleasing(BRC).
13. Most of my co-workers benefit from change (BRC).
3. The benefits of employees are not observed in changes in my
workplace(PEC).
4. Change is made in my workplace, even though it is not necessary.
1. Change efforts in my workplace fail (DDS).
2. Changes in the workplace often have a negative impact on employees (DDS).
9. I believe that changes in the workplace will be successful (DDS).
8. changes in my workplace bring many problems (DDS).
10. I usually support new ideas (CRC).
Component
Acquisitioned Cynicism to change
Bad Management Cynicism
Behavioral reaction to change
Past experience cynicism,
Cognitive reaction to change
Affective Commitment
Continuance Commitment
Normative commitment

Eigenvalue
6.999
2.530
1.943
1.421
1.112
Total explained variance
3.705
2.442
1.231
Total explained variance

1
.889
.873
.737
.703
.680

2

Organizational Change

3

.864
3938.815
253
.000
Components
4
5

6

7

8

.788
.771
.694
-.862
-.703
-.668
-.564
.880
.834
.808
.744
.727
.607
.854
.851
.781
.779
.756
.666
.845
.800
.650
.469
.769
.714
.676
.646
.400
Explained variance
30.432
10.999
8.448
6.176
4.835
60.891
30.871
20.349
10.257
61.477

.673
.598
.532

α
.871
.881
.724
.739
.229

Items
6
6
4
4
3

.850
.675
.713

5
3
4

1: Affective Commitment, 2: Continuance Commitment, 3: Normative commitment, 4: Acquisitioned Cynicism to
change, 5: Bad Management Cynicism, 6: Behavioral reaction to change 7: Past experience cynicism, 8: Cognitive
reaction to change

Table 3 summarized the mean, standard deviation, and correlation of the variables. Results reveal
the existence of a significant relationship between the variables. The “affective commitment”
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component is significantly associated with uneasiness, managerial attitude, impact on
performance, and resistance. Similarly, continuance commitment is significantly associated with
uneasiness. However, the continuance commitment component of organizational commitment is
not associated with managerial attitude, impact on performance, and resistance. The normative
component of organizational commitment is strongly associated with impact on performance.
Since uneasiness is not associated with managerial attitude and resistance. Detailed relationships
between the variables are shown in Table 3.
Table 3. Mean, Standard Deviation and Correlation of Variables (N=410)
Factor
1. Aff_Com
2. Con_Com
3. Nor_Com
4.Acq_Cyn
5. Bad Mgt_Cyn
6. BehRe_Cyn
7. Past_ Exp_cyn

N
410
409
410
410
410
410
410

Mean
3.8528
2.9597
3.2138
2.1545
2.1205
3.4500
2.2896

Std. dev.
.80233
1.00214
.90293
.78525
.85707
.84433
.76820

1
1
0.016
,308**
-,312**
-,330**
,321**
-,309**

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
,366**
,171**
.080
.020
.025

1
.003
-.039
,151**
-.095

1
,375**
-,357**
,417**

1
-,270**
,448**

1
-,378**

1

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Structural Equation Modeling
Structural equation modeling is a quantitative method which is largely used for specifying,
estimating, and testing hypothesized theoretical models (Lei & Lomax, 2005). Indeed, SEM is
used to test the relationship between one or over one exogenous and indigenous variables (Gürbüz
& Şahin, 2014).
Figure 2 shows the structural equation model of the research. The exogenous variable of the model
organizational change shows four questioned cynicisms to change, bad management cynicism,
behavioral reaction to change, and past experience cynicism dimensions. Whereas the indigenous
variable of the model comprises two variables: emotional commitment and normative
commitment. Two-factor cognitive reaction to change from organizational change and continuance
commitment from organizational commitment were eliminated because of the low factor loading
coefficient. It’s important to test if data fits with the model. The goodness-of-fit indices are divided
into absolute fit indices, parsimony fit indices, and comparative fit indices (Gürbüz & Şahin, 2014,
p. 344). Table 4 provides a list of fit indices used in SEM. Findings on the table 4 are model yielded
statistically fit indices.
Figure 2. Structural Equation Modeling

https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/m3publishing/vol16/iss9781955833080/3
DOI: https://www.doi.org/10.5038/9781955833080
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The structural equation model and the linear effect were analyzed. Model fit indices in the table 4
show values of GFI (0.986), CFI (0.973), AGFI (0.957), IFI (0.973), RMSEA (0.062), and X2/df
(2.575). Based on the obtained values model is accepted. Table 4 concludes a summary of the
model estimates.
Table 4. Model Fit Indexes
Fit Indexes
GFI (Goodness-of-fit Index)
CFI (Comparative Fit Index)
AGFI (Adjustment Goodness of Fit İndex)
IFI (Incremental Fit Index)
RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation)
X2/df

*Reference Values
≥ .90
≥ .90
≥ .90
≥ .90
≤ .08
≤3

Research Findings
.986
.973
.957
.973
.062
2.575

*Source. Schreiber et al., 2006

Table 5 contains the results of the structural equation model of the research. Results show that
organizational commitment has been negatively affected by organizational change (β = -.42; p<
0.01). Hence, organizational change has negatively affected organizational commitment and
hypothesis of the research H1 was supported.
Table 5. Amos Regression Weights
Construct
Organizational commitment
Affective Commitment
Normative Commitment
Acquisitioned Cynicism to change
Bad Management Cynicism
Behavioral reaction to change
Past experience cynicism,

<--<--<--<--<--<--<---

Organizational change
Organizational commitment
Organizational commitment
Organizational change
Organizational change
Organizational change
Organizational change

Estimate
-.416
1.221
.252
.679
-.537
.62
.631

Discussion
As a result of the change, feelings such as stress, fear, anxiety, and low satisfaction arise among
employees (Fedor et al., 2006). Research findings show that most of the organizational change
components are negatively related to organizational commitment components. The level of
organizational change affects employees' resilience to change. The deep level of change will be
accompanied by greater resistance by employees (Tunçer, 2013). According to the study findings,
Affective commitment is negatively associated with acquisition cynicism and bad management
cynicism. However, it is positively correlated with behavior reactions to change components of
organizational change. According to the findings of the study, emotional commitment is negatively
associated with acquisition cynicism, bad management cynicism, and acquisition cynicism.
However, it’s positively related to the behavioral reaction to change components. In addition,
according to Karanja (2015), change positively affects the behavioral reaction of employees. In
the study, the continuance commitment component of organizational commitment is strongly
associated with the bad management cynicism component of organizational change. However, bad
management cynicism has nothing to do with behavioral reaction to change and past experienced
cynicism. The third component of organizational commitment, “normative commitment”, is only
related to behavioral reaction to change.

11

University of South Florida (USF) M3 Publishing

Conclusions
This research was conducted to study the effect of organizational change on organizational
commitment in the food and paper industry. Within the examined literature, no research was found
on the effect of organizational change on organizational commitment in food and paper companies.
Employees taking part in the research are against change. Responses were given such as changes
in my workplace disturb me, make me sad, experience uncertainty, I am afraid of revealing my
shortcomings; I lose what I have because of changes in my workplace. Other participants
responded that Changes in my workplace do not benefit me, Managers in my workplace are not
sincere about change, Managers in my workplace use change for malicious purposes, Managers in
my workplace do not want to change, the benefits of the employees are not considered in the
changes in my workplace. The participants show commitment to their organizations. In normative
commitment employees responded I feel I belong to the organization I work for; I really feel that
the issues of my organization are my own, I feel emotionally connected to the organization I work
for; I am thrilled to spend time in the organization I work for. The organization I work for means
a lot to me. I will show loyalty to the organization I work for. Participants in continuance
commitment responded that I do not think of leaving the institution I work because I do not have
many alternatives, I feel powerless if I leave the organization I work for, my life will be turned
upside down if I leave my current organization, I have given so much of myself to the institution
I work for; I seem to cannot think of leaving. As a result, study findings show that organizational
change negatively affects organizational commitment R2 = 18.23 p< 0.05 and (β = -.42; p <0.01).
In the light of statistical analysis, H1 Organizational change negatively affects employee's
organizational commitment was accepted.
References
Adi, B. (2020). Organizational commitment: definition, benefits, and how to improve it. Question pro. Retrieved
05/07/2020 from https://www.questionpro.com/blog/organizational-commitment/
Aldrich, H. (2006). Organizations evolving. Sage.
Allen, N. J., & Meyer, J. P. (1990). The measurement and antecedents of affective, continuance and normative
commitment to the organization. Journal of occupational psychology, 63(1), 1-18.
Allen, N. J., & Meyer, J. P. (1996). Affective, continuance, and normative commitment to the organization: An
examination of construct validity. Journal of vocational behavior, 49(3), 252-276.
Aujla, S., & Mclarney, C. (2020). The Effects of Organizational Change on Employee Commitment. IUP Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 19(1), 7-22.
Balay, R. (2000). Örgütsel bağlılık. Nobel Yayınevi: Ankara.
Bennett, H., & Durkin, M. (2000). The effects of organisational change on employee psychological attachment An
exploratory study. Journal of Managerial Psychology.
Bingül, B. (2006). Study to investigate the relationship between crises and openness to change in organizations.
Burke, R. J., & Greenglass, E. R. (2001). Hospital restructuring stressors, work—family concerns and psychological
well-being among nursing staff. Community, Work & Family, 4(1), 49-62.
Burnes, B. (2004). Kurt Lewin and the planned approach to change: a re‐appraisal. Journal of Management studies,
41(6), 977-1002.
Colquitt, J., Lepine, J. A., Wesson, M. J., & Gellatly, I. R. (2011). Organizational behavior: Improving performance
and commitment in the workplace (Vol. 375). McGraw-Hill Irwin New York, NY.
Daft, R. L. (2008). Management (8 ed.). Thomson Higher Education.
Dunham, R. B., Grube, J. A., Gardner, D. G., Cummings, L. L., & Pierce, J. L. (1989). The development of an
attitude toward change instrument. Academy of Management annual meeting, Washington, DC,
Fedor, D. B., Caldwell, S., & Herold, D. M. (2006). The effects of organizational changes on employee
commitment: A multilevel investigation. Personnel Psychology, 59(1), 1-29.
Gürbüz, S., & Şahin, F. J. A. S. Y. (2014). Sosyal bilimlerde araştırma yöntemleri. (s 271).

https://digitalcommons.usf.edu/m3publishing/vol16/iss9781955833080/3
DOI: https://www.doi.org/10.5038/9781955833080

12

Cetinkaya and Habibi: The effect of organizational change on organizational commitment

Hellriegel, D., & Slocum, J. W. (2011). Organizational Behavior, 13/e. Aufl., Cengage, Mason/Ohio.
Jones, L., Watson, B., Hobman, E., Bordia, P., Gallois, C., & Callan, V. J. (2008). Employee perceptions of
organizational change: impact of hierarchical level. Leadership & Organization Development Journal.
Kanter, R. M. (1968). Commitment and social organization: A study of commitment mechanisms in utopian
communities. American Sociological Review, 499-517.
Karanja, A. W. (2015). Organizational change and employee performance: A case on the Postal Corporation of
Kenya. Change, 7(11).
Kelman, H. C. (1958). Compliance, identification, and internalization three processes of attitude change. Journal of
Conflict Resolution, 2(1), 51-60.
Langton, N., Robbins, S. P., & Judge, T. A. (2016). Organizational Behaviour Concepts, Controversies,
Applications (Seventh Canadian Edition). Pearson: Canada.
Lei, M., & Lomax, R. G. (2005). The effect of varying degrees of nonnormality in structural equation modeling.
Structural Equation Modeling, 12(1), 1-27.
Liou, K.-T., & Nyhan, R. C. (1994). Dimensions of organizational commitment in the public sector: An empirical
assessment. Public Administration Quarterly, 99-118.
Lunenburg, F. C. (2010). Approaches to managing organizational change. International Journal of scholarly
Academic Intellectual Diversity, 12(1), 1-10.
Luthans, F. (2011). Organızatıonal Behavıor: An Evidence-Based Approach. McGraw-Hill/Irwin.
Mert karagöz, A. (2019). Örgütsel adaletin örgütsel değişime yatkınlık üzerindeki etkisinde örgütsel özdeşleşmenin
aracılık rolü: seyahat acentalarında bir uygulama. Unpublished Master's Thesis. İstanbul University.
Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (2004). TCM employee commitment survey academic users guide 2004. London,
Ontario, Canada: The University of Western Ontario, Department of Psychology.
Moran, J. W., & Brightman, B. K. (2001). Leading organizational change. Career Development International, 6(2),
111-119.
Mullins, L. J. (2005). Management and organizational behavior (7 ed.). Pearson: Canada
O'Reilly, C. A., & Chatman, J. (1986). Organizational commitment and psychological attachment: The effects of
compliance, identification, and internalization on prosocial behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71(3),
492.
Özkalp, E. (2003). Örgütsel Davranış. Anadolu Universitesi: Eskişehir.
Özkalp, E., & çiğdem, K. (2018). Örgütsel Davraniş (8. ed.). Anadolu Universitesi: Eskişehir.
Pfeffer, J. (1994). Competitive advantage through people. California management review, 36(2), 9.
Poole, M. S., & Van de Ven, A. H. (2004). Theories of organizational change and innovation processes. Handbook
of organizational change and innovation, 374-397.
Robbins, S. P., & Judge, T. A. (2017). Organizational behavior (17 ed.). Pearson: Canada.
Şahin, F. (2019). Örgütsel değişim ve stres yönetimi arasindaki ilişki: akademisyenler üzerine bir araştirma.
Unpublished Master's Thesis. Beykent University.
Schreiber, J. B., Nora, A., Stage, F. K., Barlow, E. A., & King, J. (2006). Reporting structural equation modeling
and confirmatory factor analysis results: A review. The Journal of Educational Research, 99(6), 323-338.
Team, W. (2020). Do you know all 5 types of organizational change? WalkMe. Retrieved 6/5 from
https://blog.walkme.com/5-types-of-organizational-change/
Tolay, E., Sürgevil dalkılıç, O., & Boran sezgin, O. (2017). Örgütsel değişim sinizmi: ölçek geliştirme, güvenilirlik
ve geçerlilik çalışması. Ataturk University Journal of Economics & Administrative Sciences, 31(1).
Tunçer, P. (2013). Değişim Yönetimi. The Journal of Academic Social Science Studies (JASSS), 6(2), 891-915.
Uhl-Bien, M., Piccolo, R. F., & Schermerhorn Jr, J. R. (2010). Organizational behavior. John Wiley & Sons.
Visagie, C., & Steyn, C. (2011). Organisational commitment and responses to planned organisational change: An
exploratory study. Southern African Business Review, 15(3), 98-121.
Weedmark, D. (2019). Organizational Change Theory. bizfluent. Retrieved 06/16 from https://bizfluent.com/about5389727-organizational-change-theory.html

13

